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growth: DeveloPiNg A successful AgiNg At 
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1. University of Nottingham, UK
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The emerging concept of successful aging at work 
(SAW) is rooted in the contemporary interpretations of 
the organizational and lifespan developmental theories. It 
emphasizes the important role of workplaces for success-
ful aging (Olson & Schultz, 2019), implying that long and 
positive work-related experiences can be sustained through 
successful adaptation to both intra-individual (e.g., age-re-
lated) and external (e.g., environmental) changes (Kooij, 
2015; Olson & Schultz, 2019; Zacher, 2015a). Kooij (2015) 
described SAW as the sustainable maintenance of an in-
dividual’s work ability, health, and motivation across the 
working life cycle. In this definition, the active role of the 
employee for the creation of work resources and securing 
an ongoing person–environment fit is of key importance. 
Zacher (2015a, b) pointed out that SAW is not limited to 
maintaining current levels of functioning and may refer 
to a worker’s development or growth.  Thus, SAW can be 
viewed as an intra-individual age-related trajectory to a 
work outcome (e.g., well-being or job performance) that 
deviates positively from the average age-related trajectory. 
Even an employee who has experienced a decline in a work 
outcome over time may be aging successfully at work when 
his/her trajectory is more positive than the average age-re-
lated trajectory (Zacher, 2015a, b). 
In a systematic way, Zacher, Kooij, and Beier (2018) 
outlined the factors contributing to active aging at work 
(AAW), which is a construct that somewhat overlaps with 
SAW (cf. Zacher, 2015a). AAW is described as workers’ 
ability to “maintain or improve (1) their physical, mental, 
and social well-being; (2) continue to show high levels of 
work engagement and performance; and (3) experience fair 
treatment and employment security” in the aging process 
(Zacher et al., 2018, p. 37). Because development is a life-
long process, AAW refers to workers of all ages and career 
stages. Multilevel factors (individual, team, organization-
al, and wider societal) contribute to AAW/SAW (see also 
Kooij, Zacher, Wang, & Heckhausen, 2019). The idea of 
understanding AAW/ SAW in relation to both internal (e.g., 
person) and external (e.g., environmental) factors is in line 
with the ongoing criticism that being focused mostly on the 
process of intra-individual development, lifespan theories 
overall are likely to neglect the effects of the context on the 
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individual’s development (Olson & Schultz, 2019).
Given the increasing interest in AAW/SAW from a 
contemporary lifespan perspective (Zacher et al., 2018), it 
is surprising that no measure of this construct has been de-
veloped yet. In two consecutive studies in 2006 and 2007, 
Robson and his colleagues conceptualized tentative criteria 
for successful aging in the workplace and developed an 
inventory for measuring them (Robson & Hansson, 2007; 
Robson, Hansson, Abalos, & Booth, 2006). Zacher & Ru-
dolph (2017) criticized this model for neglecting the con-
textual factors and work outcomes by focusing entirely on 
person factors (behavioral strategies). In addition, Zacher 
& Rudolph (2017) concluded that because the behavioral 
strategies suggested by Robson et al. (Robson & Hansson, 
2007; Robson et al., 2006) do not interact with age, these 
strategies cannot be considered successful aging strategies. 
Most recently, Kooij and colleagues acknowledged the 
difficulty of operationalizing and, thus, measuring the con-
struct SAW (Kooij et al., 2019).
As with Zacher (2015a), we understand SAW as a pro-
cess of multidimensional intra-individual growth, which 
is age related, associated with various subjective and ob-
jective criteria, and may be facilitated (or constrained) by 
multilevel factors. Based on Zacher’s (2015a) definition of 
SAW and the framework of AAW factors by Zacher et al. 
(2018), the purpose of our study is to extend the knowledge 
of SAW by: (a) operationalizing important facets of the 
construct SAW and (b) creating a single measure of SAW. 
We focus on the individual experiences and outcomes of 
SAW, as well as on both person and environmental anteced-
ents of SAW in organizational context. We also consider 
the potential interactions of these factors with workers’ age 
(cf. Zacher et al., 2015a, 2018). We test the psychometric 
properties of the new measure in three consecutive MTurk 
samples and suggest directions for future research. 
Operationalizing Successful Aging at Work
Employees’ experiences of SAW. The impacts of 
age-related changes on work behaviors and outcomes (es-
pecially in late career) are extensively documented. The 
nature and extent of age-related changes may vary signifi-
cantly across individuals due to differences in person and 
environmental factors. These changes (e.g., in workers’ 
cognitive abilities, personality, and motivation) are likely 
to reflect various developmental losses and gains across 
the working life cycle (Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004; Warr, 
2001). Recently, the number of studies focused on the pos-
itive (i.e., developmental gains) as opposed to loss-related 
(i.e., developmental declines) aspects of the aging process 
has increased. For example, in a qualitative study with 37 
older workers (aged 55 years and over) from two countries 
(Bulgaria and United Kingdom) and two industrial sectors 
(healthcare and information and communication technolo-
gies), Taneva, Arnold and Nicolson (2016) found that late 
career workers are well aware of how age-related changes 
may affect their work life and outcomes. Importantly, work-
ers associate some of these changes (e.g., increased knowl-
edge and experience, enhanced social and emotional experi-
ence) with their personal and professional development and, 
ultimately, with improved work outcomes. Thus, workers’ 
perceptions of positive age-related changes (developmental 
gains; cf. Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004) are likely to indicate 
workers’ experiences of SAW. 
In Taneva et al.’s (2016) study, along with their per-
ceptions of increased knowledge and experience, (older) 
workers communicated perceptions of other areas of per-
sonal and professional growth, among which increased 
self-awareness and confidence, improved social skills, 
emotion regulation, ability to solve complex problems, and 
general adaptation to contextual changes. These findings, 
extracted from workers’ narratives, correspond with the 
outcomes of earlier research in the lifespan tradition (e.g., 
Carstensen et al., 2011; Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004). We 
suggest that workers’ conceptualizations of positive in-
tra-individual changes may shape an important domain of 
the construct SAW.
Personal and organizational strategies for SAW. 
From a lifespan theory perspective, aging is a proactive 
process of adaptation, driven by self-regulation in the form 
of life management strategies that individuals apply in or-
der to deal with age-related changes (e.g., loss, gain, and/
or reorganization of resources) in themselves as well as 
changes in their environment (Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004). 
The selective optimization with compensation (SOC) model 
(Baltes & Baltes, 1990) proposes that individuals are likely 
to use strategies that fall into three categories of self-regula-
tion processes (selection, optimization, and compensation) 
in their attempts to adapt to both age-related changes and 
changes in their environment. These proactive behaviors 
become more important with increased age and can be par-
ticularly useful in the workplace. Starting with the pioneer-
ing work of Abraham and Hansson (1995), a plethora of 
studies has demonstrated the positive effects of SOC strate-
gies on (older) workers’ well-being and performance (e.g., 
Moghimi, Scheibe, & Freund, 2019; Moghimi, Zacher, Sh-
reible, & Van Yperen, 2017). Thus, SOC strategies may be 
an effective mechanism for achieving SAW.
Combining the advantages of the job design and 
lifespan theories, Truxillo, Cadiz, Rineer, Zaniboni, and 
Fraccaroli, (2012) proposed potential age-related effects of 
three subgroups of job characteristics (task, knowledge, and 
social) on work engagement, job satisfaction, and job per-
formance. For example, they suggested that due to intra-in-
dividual age-related changes, some job characteristics such 
as job autonomy, task significance, skill variety, and social 
support may be preferred by older (compared to younger) 
workers and, therefore, facilitate positive work outcomes 
particularly in late career. Among others, Zacher et al. (2018) 
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emphasized the importance of job autonomy, social embed-
dedness, and sense of meaning for aging workers. There-
fore, allowing opportunities for higher job autonomy, task 
significance, skill variety, and social support may foster 
SAW across the lifespan (see also Cadiz, Rineer, & Truxil-
lo, 2019). 
Both formal (e.g., Strategic Human Resource Manage-
ment) and informal (e.g., i-deals between employees and 
their supervisors) human resource management (HRM) 
approaches are shown to be important for supporting work-
ers’ well-being and performance (Bal, 2015; Kooij, Jansen, 
Dikkers, & De Lange, 2014). Some formal HRM practices 
(also referred to as “age-friendly,” cf. Zacher et al., 2018) 
are viewed as having desirable effects especially for older 
workers. Kooij et al. (2014) conceptualized four bundles 
of HRM practices for aging workers, and among these are 
maintenance and development practices. Taneva and Arnold 
(2018) reported that a specific combination between some 
maintenance and development HRM practices predicted 
experiences of high work well-being (thriving at work) and 
high job performance in a large sample of older workers in 
the United Kingdom. These practices, most valued by the 
older workers, refer to access to training, recognition and 
respect, meaningful assignments, feedback from the super-
visor, flexible working, and opportunities to work longer. 
In addition, there is considerable evidence about the value 
of informal work arrangements and the role of supervisors 
in late career. For example, Bal (2015) concluded that “in-
dividualization of career arrangements will be increasingly 
important in the sustainability of contemporary careers” 
(Bal, 2015, p. 1). Based on this evidence, we suggest that 
workers’ access to a combination of certain HRM practices 
with informal work agreements (i-deals) may be instrumen-
tal for achieving SAW in organizations.
Outcomes of Successful Aging at Work
Theoretically, SAW has been positively associated 
with various individual-level work outcomes, among which 
work motivation, job performance, health, and well-being 
(Zacher, 2015a). So far, only a few studies have provided 
empirical support for some of these associations. For exam-
ple, Taneva and Arnold (2018) reported three pathways to 
SAW in organizations that demonstrate the role of personal 
(SOC) and organizational (HRM) strategies for achieving 
high job performance. Moreover, they found that employ-
ees’ psychological well-being mediated the relationships 
of personal and organizational strategies with self-rated 
job performance (task proactivity, extra- and in-role per-
formance). Therefore, workers’ well-being is an important 
and, perhaps more direct (compared to job performance), 
outcome of SAW.
Thriving at work is described as “the joint sense of vi-
tality and learning, which communicates a sense of progress 
or forward movement in one’s self-development” (Spreitzer, 
Sutcliffe, Dutton, Sonenshein, & Grant, 2005, p. 538). Ex-
periences of thriving at work can be driven by both person 
and organizational factors (Spreizer, Porath, & Gibson, 
2012). Thriving at work is positively related to outcomes 
such as high job and career role performance, positive work 
behaviors, work-related, and overall well-being (Porath, 
Spreitzer, Gibson, & Garnett, 2012). Two studies by Tane-
va and colleagues (Taneva et al., 2016; Taneva & Arnold, 
2018) demonstrated that high levels of thriving at work are 
also common among older workers. Hence, experiences of 
thriving at work can happen at all career stages. Moreover, 
thriving at work can be viewed as both a form of psycho-
logical well-being (cf. Spreitzer et al., 2005; Warr, 2007) 
and a criterion for SAW (Taneva & Arnold, 2018).  
As opposed to thriving, the emerging construct of sur-
viving at work is described as the individual’s tendency to 
preserve one’s mental and physical resources by limiting 
one’s work activities and perspectives to cope with work 
conditions that are perceived as highly demanding (Taneva 
et al., 2016). Such a preservation experience may indicate 
reduced levels or lack of SAW. However, Taneva and Ar-
nold (2018) discovered that, at least in some circumstances, 
experiences of surviving at work may be indeed a sign 
of sustained person–environment fit and, ultimately, of 
SAW. This is also in line with Kooij’s definition of SAW as 
sustainable maintenance (Kooij, 2015) and the definition 
of AAW by Zacker and colleagues (Zacher et al., 2018). 
Hence, surviving at work may be another indicator of SAW.
Furthermore, as outlined in the previous sections, in-
dividuals’ experiences of SAW can be enhanced using per-
sonal (e.g., SOC) or organizational (e.g., HRM, i-deals, and 
job design) strategies that facilitate the regulation of one’s 
resources. The concept of work ability (WA) describes the 
balance (fit) between work and personal resources (Tuomi, 
Ilmarinen, Jahkola, Katajarinne, & Tulkki, 1998). Recent 
lifespan research has demonstrated that certain work (e.g., 
job control, feedback, and social support) and person (e.g., 
proactive behaviors) characteristics can support the mainte-
nance and even the increase of WA, especially in late career 
(e.g., Weigl, Müller, Hornung, Zacher, & Angerer, 2013). In 
this context, it has been suggested that WA may be a useful 
criterion for SAW in late career (and beyond) (Kooij, 2015; 
Weigl et al., 2013).
METHOD 
Participants
We used three consecutive samples of overall 417 
MTurk workers based in the United States (see Table 1) 
to pilot and validate our projected scale. We screened all 
responses for inattention with an instructive item (“Please, 
respond to this item with strongly disagree”) and for speed-
iness by requiring that respondents spent a minimum time 
of four seconds times the number of items in their survey. 
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In line with previous theoretical conceptualizations that 
SAW refers to workers of all ages and career stages (cf. 
Zacher et al., 2018), we suggest that SAW can be explored 
and validated as a construct with workers at all career stag-
es. However, for this study using MTurk samples, we set 
the minimal age for participation to 30, anticipating that 
workers with longer work experience would be more like-
ly to provide valid responses regarding their perceptions 
of SAW. In our pilot and calibration samples we strived 
to collect equal numbers of respondents in the age groups 
of 30–49 years and 50 years and over, so that we could 
explore potential differences between mid- and late-career 
groups. 
Measures
We used adapted versions of six established measures: 
SOC strategies (Freund & Baltes, 2002), five subscales 
from the Work Design Questionnaire (Morgeson & Hum-
phrey, 2006), Age-friendly HR practices (Taneva & Arnold, 
2018), Thriving at Work (Porath et al., 2012), Surviving at 
Work (Taneva & Arnold, 2018), and the Work Ability Index 
(Tuomi et al., 1998). The first three measures refer to con-
structs similar to aspects of SAW as operationalized in the 
current paper and were used for evaluating the convergent 
validity of the new instrument. The last three measures are 
associated with outcomes of SAW and served for evaluating 
the SAW scale’s criterion-related validity. Table 2 provides 
Sample characteristics
Samples
Prepilot Pilot Calibration
Number of administered items 58 67 45
Initial sample size 80 263 188
Sample size after cleaning 68 223 126
Age 58 (SD = 6.0) 44.7 (SD = 11.5) 46.1 (SD = 11.1)
Percent female 59% 58% 45%
Percent White 79% 81% 86%
Tenure at current organization - 8.3 (SD = 6.5) 9.8 (SD = 8.0)
TABLE 1.
Demographic Characteristics of Collected Samples
Measure Authors Variables No. Items Rating scale
Thriving at Work
Porath, Spreitzer, 
Gibson & Garnett 
(2012)
Thriving at work (energy and 
learning) 10
7-pt. strongly disagree to 
strongly agree
Surviving at Work Taneva & Arnold (2018) Surviving at work 3
5-pt. strongly disagree to 
strongly agree
Age-Friendly HR 
Practices
Taneva & Arnold 
(2018) Age-friendly practices (set of eight) 8
5-pt. strongly disagree to 
strongly agree
SOC Strategies Freund & Baltes (2002)
Selection, optimization and 
compensation strategies 12 4-pt. a little to exactly
Work Ability Index Tuomi et al. (1998) Work ability 1
10-pt. completely unable to 
work to overall capacity at its 
best
The Work Design 
Questionnaire 
(subscales)
Morgeson & 
Humphrey (2006)
Autonomy, task significance, skill 
variety, social support, feedback from 
others
14 5-pt. strongly disagree to strongly agree
TABLE 2.
Validation Scales
Personnel Assessment And decisions
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more information on these measures. We also collected data 
about participants’ chronological age, gender, and organiza-
tional tenure via single items for each of these variables.
Procedure
Guided by Boateng, Neilands, Fronillo, Melgar-Qui-
nonez, and Young’s (2018) recommendations of best prac-
tices for scale development and validation, we worked 
through three main phases: item development, scale devel-
opment, and scale evaluation. We outline the item develop-
ment in this section, and in the Results section we outline 
the scale development and evaluation.
Item development. In line with the discussion in the 
previous sections of this paper, we identified three pri-
mary domains of the construct SAW: (a) experiences (of 
SAW), (b) personal, and (c) organizational strategies (for 
SAW). We used a combination of deductive and inductive 
approaches to generate an initial pool of 58 items. Most of 
the items were based on a review of the recently published 
lifespan literature on SAW. Where possible, we focused 
especially on the results of qualitative studies with older 
workers (e.g., Taneva et al., 2016). Workers’ own interpre-
tations of SAW are perhaps the best example of how SAW 
is understood and communicated in nonacademic terms. 
Hence, they can be a valuable source of items for measur-
ing this construct and a prerequisite of high content validity.
In 2018, we used the online surveying platform Qual-
trics to collect three samples of Mturk respondents: a prep-
ilot, pilot, and calibration sample. Because in the literature 
published up-to date the construct SAW is most often asso-
ciated with older workers (e.g., Robson et al., 2006; 2007), 
in our prepilot sample we included only participants aged 
50 years and over. In the pre-pilot sample, we included the 
initially developed 58 items and the validation scales (Table 
2). Based on reliability coefficients (alphas of Cronbach), 
item-total correlations (ITCs), and item-level correlations 
with the validation scales, we found preliminary support for 
the three conceptual domains. 
To further evaluate the content validity of the initial 
item pool, we consulted an external expert on lifespan 
development and SAW. We provided the expert with op-
erational definitions of each domain and asked him/her to 
evaluate each item from the initial pool with regard to its 
relevance to the domains. We compared the results of the 
expert evaluation with our own version. The two versions 
largely overlapped, and there were also suggestions for ad-
ditional items. Considering the expert’s recommendations, 
we added nine items to the initial pool, thus bringing it up 
to 67 items (Table 3).
We used the 67 items for all subsequent analyses. In 
the pilot study we administered the items and explored each 
item’s ITC with its suggested subscale. For the calibration 
sample we conducted series of exploratory factor analyses 
(EFA) with principal-axis factoring and Oblimin rotation. 
We used parallel analyses (Horn, 1965), and Velicer’s 
(1976) very simple solution (VSS) criterion to determine 
the number of latent factors to extract. This is because Cat-
tell’s (1966) scree test and the eigenvalue greater than 1 
rule are less reliable criteria (Ruscio & Roche, 2012). We 
did this for each subscale separately, dropped items to make 
the subscales unidimensional, and then did an EFA across 
all retained items. All analyses were conducted with the 
packages psych (Revelle, 2019) and paran (Dinno & Dinno, 
2018) in an R programming environment.
After establishing the reliability of the scale, we pro-
vided proof of its construct validity via relationships with 
established scales measuring similar constructs (convergent 
validity) and group comparisons (differentiation of known 
groups; cf. Boateng et al., 2018). We also evaluated the 
instrument’s criterion-related validity with respect to three 
outcomes of SAW. 
RESULTS
Scale Development
Based on the pilot data, we eliminated items with low 
ITCs, as well as items with duplicating content (columns 
ICC and Decision in Table 4). This brought the 67 items to 
45. Both parallel analyses and the VSS criterion indicated 2, 
1, and 2 factors to extract from Experiences, Personal, and 
Organizational Strategies. We had to remove three items 
loading strongly or negatively on the secondary extracted 
factors (items 5 and 29 from Experiences, and item 53 from 
Organizational Strategies) to eliminate these redundant fac-
tors. The Loadings 1 columns in Table 4 presents the pat-
tern matrix loadings before removing the items, whereas the 
Loadings 2 columns after the removal. Then, another round 
of parallel and VSS analyses confirmed both subscales’ uni-
dimensionality.
When the three subscales were entered simultaneously 
(columns Loadings 3), the Personal Strategies items loaded 
mostly on the same factor as the Experiences items. Based 
on Personal Strategies’ mixed pattern loadings, we dropped 
the Personal Strategies subscale and pursued only the Ex-
periences and Organizational Strategies (which we renamed 
to Strategies) subscales. We conducted an EFA only on Ex-
periences and Strategies (Loadings 4) and removed items 
(column Final Decision in Table 4) that loaded strongly 
on the wrong factor (items 8 and 64), had low loadings 
(items 1, 16, and 54), cross-loaded (item 52), or repeated 
an item with better psychometric properties (items 11, 12, 
18, 19, 47, and 67). Item 7 cross-loaded but we kept it be-
cause of content validity concerns, whereas items 2 and 25 
had somewhat lower loadings and low secondary factor 
loadings, but we also kept them for the same reason. The 
columns Final Loadings present the final pattern matrix of 
the Experiences and (Organizational) Strategies scales. This 
final solution indicated that Experiences explained 22% and 
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Experiences subscale
1.       My professional knowledge has improved significantly over time.*
2.       I feel confident at work because of my increased knowledge and experience.*
3.       I feel that my work-related knowledge and experience are not up to date (R). 
4.       Compared to the past, I feel that I can better manage my relationships with coworkers.*
5.       Working in a team/with other people has become more important to me than it was before.*
6.       I feel less confident than before in my ability to face work-related changes (R).
7.       I feel more confident than before to raise an issue with my supervisor, when needed.*
8.       I feel more confident than before to express my opinion at work openly.*
9.       I can manage better than before complex issues at work.*
10.     I feel less confident than before in my ability to respond to work demands (R).
11.     Over the time I learnt how to better manage a complex work situation.*
12.     I feel that my relationships with coworkers are meaningful.*
13.     I feel that now I can build more meaningful relationships with coworkers than before.*
14.     Having interesting and meaningful work assignments has become more important to me than before.
15.     Compared to the past, I find it easier to deal with work conflicts.*
16.     Helping colleagues at work is important to me.*
17.     My experience has taught me to take things at work more lightheartedly than before. 
18.     Now, I feel more relaxed at work now than I did before.*
19.     Now, I feel calmer when I face challenges at work than I did before.*
20.     Now, I feel less emotional than before in the face of work challenges.
21.     I feel increasingly worried, when facing work challenges (R).
22.     Compared to the past, I find it easier to stay composed and focus on solving a challenging work situation.*
23.     Now, I feel less calm than before when I face a challenging work situation (R).
24.     Now, I appear to be more calm and optimistic when I face work challenges than I was before.*
25.     I am confident that I can easily adapt to changes in my work.*
26.     Now, I am more aware of my strengths and how to better use them at work, than I was before.*
27.     I think that my overall capacity to do my work has declined over the years (R).
28.     I feel that my capacity to do my work has increased in time.
29.     I am not so much worried if I lack some work skills, because I know how to make the best of the skills I have.*
Personal strategies subscale
30.     Compared to before, I am better at choosing which goals are important to follow at work.*
31.     When needed, I feel comfortable changing my goals at work.*
32.     I prioritize work goals that are emotionally meaningful to me.*
33.     I always do my best to achieve a work goal.*
34.     I know how to organize my time for working on the most important goals.*
35.     If a goal demands too much effort, I’d rather change my priorities (R).
TABLE 3.
List of Developed Items
Personnel Assessment And decisions
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Strategies 26% of the total variance, and the two latent fac-
tors correlated at .66 (p < .01).
Scale Evaluation
Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics and intercor-
relations of the Experiences and Strategies subscales, the 
demographic variables, and the validation measures used 
for establishing our scale’s construct (convergent) and crite-
rion-related (concurrent) validity. 
The correlations of SAW’s total score with the HRM 
36.     I am actively looking to learn new skills that will help me achieve my goals.*
37.     I have learned to split my work better between myself and my coworkers.*
38.     Now I need to put more effort in completing the same tasks as before.
39.     Now I try to use technologies and tools that will make my work easier.
40.     When needed, I change parts of my job, so that I can use my skills best.*
41.     Sometimes, if I can’t change my work tasks, I try to change the way I think about them.*
42.     If I feel that my work is too difficult, I try to change the way the work is done.
43.     I do not have enough opportunities to change the way I do my work. (R)
Organizational strategies subscale
44.     When I need to, I can take additional or unpaid leave.
45.     I have access to suitable training for updating my work skills.*
46.     I feel that I don’t have good enough opportunities for learning new skills at work (R).
47.     My organization encourages me to never stop learning.*
48.     My organization provides me with opportunities to keep my work skills up to date.*
49.     I feel recognized and respected at work.*
50.     I feel confident that I can stay with this organization for as long as I’d like.*
51.     I have a lot of flexibility at work.*
52.     I often work on challenging and meaningful tasks.*
53.     My work has significance for society and the life of others.*
54.     My work involves learning new things.*
55.     My work does not involve much variety (R).
56.     I can always rely on prompt and helpful feedback from my supervisor.*
57.     My supervisor helps me to improve my work.
58.     I am free to decide how to do my job.*
59.     I don’t have the freedom to do my work as I desire (R).
60.     I have a great deal of autonomy at work.
61.     My work involves meeting and getting to know a lot of people.
62.     I get support and understanding from my coworkers.
63.     I get support and understanding from my supervisor.*
64.     My work team is one of the best things about my job.*
65.     My organization is open to negotiating personalized work arrangements with employees.*
66.     In my organization, supervisors are flexible with the needs of their employees.*
67.     If necessary, I can negotiate with my supervisor special work arrangements that fit my skills and circumstances.*
Note. Items with asterisks (*) included in the calibration sample, items in bold retained in the final version of the scale.
TABLE 3. (CONT.)
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practices, the four SOC strategies, and the five job charac-
teristics subscales were significant and of moderate (e.g., 
Task Significance, Skill Variety) to strong size (e.g., HRM 
practices, SOC, Autonomy). These positive relationships 
support the convergent validity of the SAW scale. 
Regarding the differentiation of known groups (another 
aspect of construct validity), we tested for differences by 
age, gender, and organizational tenure. Two independent 
samples t-tests for age split into categories of 30–49 and 
above 50 years of age did not result in significant effects for 
Experiences (t(347) = -1.00, p = .32) or Strategies (t(347) 
= -.89, p = .38). In addition, series of independent samples 
t-tests uncovered no significant gender differences in both 
subscales and the validation scales. Last but not least, in Ta-
ble 5 organizational tenure relates significantly only to age, 
indicating that the older (compared to younger) employees 
have longer organizational tenure. The lack of significant 
relationship of organizational tenure with SAW shows that 
organizational tenure might not relate to SAW and its no-
mological network of constructs. 
Finally, our scale correlated positively with the Thriv-
ing at Work and WA scales, which provides criterion valid-
ity evidence. However, the other scale, which we interpret 
as a criterion for SAW—Surviving at Work—did not relate 
significantly to the SAW scale score. 
DISCUSSION
We developed and established the psychometric prop-
erties of the first single measure for SAW in the contem-
porary meaning of this construct (cf. Zacher, 2015a). We 
view SAW as a developmental process that may occur at all 
career stages and can be captured through individual-level 
outcomes such as improved WA and well-being. We oper-
ationalized the construct SAW through two clusters of em-
ployees’ perceptions: (a) individuals’ psychological expe-
riences of age-related growth in the workplace (SAW), and 
(b) Strategies for achieving SAW. Experiences of growth 
may refer to various areas of perceived age-related positive 
changes, among which are improved knowledge and expe-
rience, social skills, emotion regulation, and adaptability 
in work-related situations (cf. Taneva et al., 2016). Strate-
gies (or facilitators) for SAW may include both employee 
(e.g., proactive self-regulation) and organizational (e.g., job 
design, formal HRM and informal work arrangements) be-
haviors (cf. Bal, 2015; Baltes & Baltes, 1990; Kooij et al., 
2014; Taneva et al., 2016; Truxillo et al., 2012). 
Subsequent empirical analysis with data from three 
consecutive MTurk samples with overall 417 workers in or-
ganizational setting revealed that the employees’ experienc-
es of SAW largely overlapped with the employees’ percep-
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tions of individual-level facilitators of SAW (i.e., personal 
strategies). A potential explanation may be that SAW could 
be also described as a process of active self-regulation, 
driven by the individual’s motivation to pursue person–en-
vironment fit (Kooij et al., 2019). Thus, the employees’ per-
ceptions of both positive age-related changes and proactive 
self-regulating behaviors (personal strategies) may reflect 
the construct SAW in the sense of perceived age-related 
growth (cf. Taneva et al., 2016). 
Furthermore, we examined the construct and criteri-
on-related validity of the new scale by exploring the associ-
ations of the SAW scale’s total score with the scores of six 
established measures of personal (SOC) and organizational 
(job design, formal HRM) strategies, as well as subjective 
criteria for SAW (WA, thriving and surviving at work). The 
empirical analyses confirmed all anticipated relationships, 
apart from the association between the SAW score and the 
Surviving at Work score, which appeared to be lacking sta-
tistical significance. This may be because we suggested sur-
viving at work as a tentative criterion for SAW. Although 
employees’ experiences of surviving at work may indicate 
maintenance of resources and thus sustained work outcomes 
(e.g., well-being) (cf. Kooij, 2015; Taneva & Arnold, 2018), 
the construct surviving at work does not imply perceived 
growth as it is the case with SAW in Zacher’s definition (cf. 
Zacher, 2015a). 
Contributions to Theory and Practice
This study contributed to theory development in sever-
al ways. First, it systemized and further conceptualized key 
domains of the emerging construct SAW by linking person 
and environmental variables. Thus, it responded to recent 
calls for integrating multilevel factors when examining this 
construct (cf. Zacher, 2015a; Zacher et al., 2018). Second, it 
focused on the synergies between these domains and gained 
new insights into how they operate together, as well as sep-
arately. Third, it translated into practical terms each domain 
and explored its construct and criterion-related validity with 
regard to other, well-known constructs and demographic 
variables. Thus, new information about the content of each 
domain was found and a new measurement instrument was 
developed. From a practitioner point of view, this instru-
ment will help training and development professionals to 
capture workers’ experiences and potential to age success-
fully in organizations. Moreover, this scale may help work-
ers in monitoring and directing their own experiences of 
SAW. This, in turn, may inform organizational systems and 
initiatives aiming at supporting SAW and therefore ensure 
employees’ higher work well-being and performance. In the 
longer term, supporting SAW from both individual and or-
ganizational perspectives may help in sustaining longer and 
healthier working lives.
Limitations and Avenues for Future Research
Future research needs to provide further evidence of 
the validity of the SAW scale. For example, we found a 
significant positive relationship of age with organizational 
tenure, but we did not find evidence of age-related differ-
ences regarding the employees’ self-perceptions of SAW. 
The lack of evidence of age-related differences may be 
because the age characteristics of our participant groups 
were not specified well enough or because generally there 
is no clear, definitive criterion for dividing workers into 
“older” and “younger” (cf. Zaniboni, Kmicinska, Truxillo, 
Kahn, Paladino, & Fraccaroli, 2019). Also, our pilot and 
calibration samples did not include any participants of over 
60 years of age. It may be the case that people aged 60 
years and over, who stay in the workforce, experience SAW 
differently compared to workers at younger ages. Future 
research should address this issue. In addition, it is possible 
that various moderators play a role in workers’ aging (cf. 
Felicitas, Goecke, & Kunze, 2016; Zacher et al., 2018). Im-
portantly, the lack of evidence of age-related differences in 
the employees’ self-perceptions of SAW may indicate that 
the measure, which we suggest, captures SAW at all career 
stages (cf. Zacher et al., 2018). 
Furthermore, at this stage of the scale’s development 
we focused on several job characteristics and a small range 
of demographic variables. We did not collect information 
about those work characteristics, which may be negatively 
associated with SAW at some career stages (e.g., high phys-
ical demands in late career), the participants’ occupations, 
organizations, and industrial sectors. Such information 
would help contextualizing and understanding better the 
SAW construct and measure. Also, we relied on data from 
MTurk workers, which may limit the generalizability of 
the study results (cf. Walters, Christakis, & Wright, 2018). 
In the future, SAW researchers should seek to collect data 
from workers at all career stages and various occupational/
industrial/cultural settings with non-MTurk samples. This 
will allow comparisons between groups of workers at dif-
ferent career stages/occupations/sectors/cultures. To better 
understand the age dimension of SAW, investigators should 
consider other age constructs (e.g., subjective age) in addi-
tion to workers’ chronological age (cf. Felicitas et al., 2016) 
and follow a longitudinal approach (cf. Kooij et al., 2019). 
In addition, in this study we captured the associations be-
tween SAW and only three work-related outcomes (i.e., WA 
and psychological well-being, understood as both thriving 
at work and surviving at work), all of which self-rated. Data 
regarding other work outcomes (e.g., workers’ performance, 
health, other forms of well-being, job attitudes, work moti-
vation, expectations, etc.; cf. Zacher, 2015a) and from mul-
tiple sources will be most valuable in future research with 
the SAW scale.
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